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ABSTRACT
A relationship between the development of drawing
skills and overall development has been well documented.
Furthermore, a relationship between language development and
drawing development has been suggested by a number of
research

finding~.

The research goal of this project is the

following: to determine whether there is a predictable
relationship between the elements of symbolism in drawing and
language development.
Twenty-six children were given a standardized language
assessment and a drawing assessment.

The children were

divided into two groups according to age.

Language scores

for Group 1 included the following Test of Language
Development-Primary subtests (Newcomer & Hammill, 1982):
picture vocabulary, oral vocabulary, sentence imitation,
and a total of all subtest scores.

Language scores for Group

2 included a total of all subtest scores from the Test of

Language Development-Intermediate (Newcomer & Hammill, 1982).

A Pearson Product Moment Correlation indicated that a
significant correlation existed between chronological age and
drawing scores for children in Group 1.

There was no

significant correlation between chronological age and drawing
scores for Group 2.
A Pearson Correlation also indicated a significant

-ii-

relationship between drawing skills and all four language
subtests for children in Group 1, although there was no
significant relationship between drawing and language scores
for Group 2.
Implications for further research have been warranted,
especially for children in Group 1 (between the ages of four
and eight.)

Research investigating the relationship between

vocabulary and drawing, the relationship between imitation
skills in language and drawing, or the relationship between
"artistic" drawing qualities and suprasegmental language
skills are all possibilities.

Future studies using more in-

depth language measures could improve the validity of the
findings in this study.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
There is evidence that drawing, like language,
represents what a child knows about reality (Fillmer & Zepeda
de Kane, 1988; Freeman and Janikoun, 1972).

While research

regarding the relationship between language and spoken,
written and gestural symbolism is documented, studies
examining the relationship between language and symbolism in
a child's drawings are scarce and vague.
The specific aim of

~his

investigation is to establish a

link between children's drawings and language acquisition.
Understanding this relationship could provide important
insights into the acquisition of symbolism; and could provide
a new resource of information when assessing or treating
children with limited verbal capacity.
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Chapter 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

A symbol is a sound, gesture, picture, or other activity
used to represent some other object, concept or idea (Bloom &
Lahey, 1978).

Emergence and acquisition of symbols has been

examined within the contexts of verbal, written, and gestural
communication.

Bloom (1970), Brown (1973), Prutting (1979),

and Lee (1974) have defined primary elements of symbolism and
documented stability in sequences of acquisition.

Such

sequences serve as a basis for making assessment/treatment
judgments by speech-language-hearing professionals.

While

these data serve as a significant resource when attempting to
document the acquisition of symbofic capacity, problems arise
when children are unable to use traditional modes of
expression to demonstrate their symbolic levels.

In these

cases, alternative resources are needed to document emerging
symbolism.
One resource available for examining symbolism is
drawing and artwork.

The drawn representation of an idea or

an object in the environment is another means of observing
and understanding symbolic development (Dyson, 1988).

Verbal

and written symbols may be related to drawn symbols.
Establishing a relationship between verbal symbols and drawn
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symbols may provide additional methods of documenting,
understanding, and stimulating symbolic behavior in children.
Research examining the relationship between symbolism of
drawings and language has been limited.

Fillmer and Zepeda

de Kane (1980) found that encouraging kindergarten age
children to draw a picture of an event before verbalizing
about the same event significantly expanded spoken
vocabulary.

Platt (1977) examined the relationship between

general communication skills of elementary school age
children and drawing activities.

Platt determined that the

symbolic function of the drawn symbol facilitated the
comprehension and production of the spoken symbol.
New words and the expansion of both written and spoken
vocabulary occurred after drawing an item.
Freeman and Janikoun (1972) approached the relationship
from a more direct cognitive standpoint and determined that
until a child is eight or nine years old, a child draws a
representation of an object according to his/her mental image
of the object rather than what is visually real at the time
the child draws.

These findings are consistent with

cognitive changes outlined by Piaget (1955).

According to

Piaget, at age eight a child moves from the Pre-operational
period to the Concrete Operational Period.

It is during this

time span that children are observed to make the transition
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from iconic to symbolic processing (Muma, 1978).

It is also

during this time span that attention expands from focus on
single interest tasks to attention to multiple segments of a
situation simultaneously (Santrock & Yussen, 1982).
The role of memory is also a consideration when dealing
with the cognitive aspect of a child's representative
abilities.

The influence of memory is addressed by Chi

(1978) who found that familiarity and experience with
specific stimuli increases a child's ability to store and
recall that information.

This study, in conjunction with the

findings of Freeman and Janikoun (1972) presented in the
previous paragraph, suggests that until a child is eight
years old, familiarity and or experience with a stimulus
object will probably influence his or her memory and
therefore drawn representation of that object.

However,

after the age of eight, the influence of memory may be
eliminated if a child is drawing an object that is visually
present.
There is also preliminary evidence to suggest that
symbolism in art, as in language, follows highly patterned
stages of acquisition.

Several studies have determined that

the ability to represent ideas through drawings develops
chronologically in rule governed stages (Colbert, 1984;
Dyson, 1988; Ives & Houseworth, 1980; Lowenfeld & Brittain,
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1987; Platt, 1977; Rubin & Rubin, 1988).

Although stage

labels may differ among researchers, all of the findings are
basically synonymous with five stages outlined by Lowenfeld
and Brittain (1987).
The first stage, from eighteen months to four years, is
the scribbling stage of art development.

The scribbling

stage is divided into three sub-stages: disordered scribbles,
controlled scribbles, and named scribbles.

Disordered

scribbles are characterized by random markings that are not
thought to represent any object in the environment.
Generally unorganized lines are made by the child for the
pleasure of the motor movement, and the pen or pencil is not
lifted from the page throughout the drawing.
Continuous arc shaped lines often appear as the result of
arm movement initiated at the elbow instead of the wrist.
Controlled scribbles are characterized by horizontal and
vertical lines, circles, and repetition of markings.

At this

stage, the pen or pencil may be lifted from the page to make
specks and short independent markings.

Much of the control

element of the drawings is attributed to increased motor
control.

Lines continue to be unorganized, but there is

more variation when compared to the earliest stage.
Named scribbles are those markings that are accompanied
by verbalizations as to the markings' meanings.

At this
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point there is a definite relationship between the drawn
picture and something in the environment.

The actual

mechanics of the drawings appear very similar to those in the
controlled scribble stage, including circular patterns mixed
with vertical lines, horizontal lines, and possibly specks or
short independent markings.
The second drawing stage is the preschematic stage,
which occurs from ages four to seven.
become recognizable to most adults.

At this stage objects
Children begin to draw

common items in their environment such as people, houses, and
animals.

Four year olds may have difficulty drawing a

square, although the skill is emerging.

The sizes of the

drawings vary as do their placements on the paper.

Most

children begin this stage by drawing a person, represented by
a circle with two lines protruding from the bottom as legs.
This representation of a person is universal and uninfluenced
by the child's culture, or by verbal directions to make the
drawing look more like a real person.

As a general rule,

however, a child's representation of a specific object is
flexible and changes from drawing to drawing. It is suggested
at this stage that the greater the number of details in the
drawing, the more aware the child is of his or her
environment, and therefore the higher the child's
intellectual functioning.
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From ages seven to nine, children progress through the
third, or schematic stage marked by drawings of recognizable
objects that are spaced and drawn along a horizontal line.
Objects in this stage are drawn in a consistent manner, or
"schema" over and over with much less flexibility than in the
previous stage.

Objects on the page also relate to one

another within a common theme as opposed to being independent
unrelated entities.
The fourth stage, the drawing realism stage, occurs
between the ages of nine and twelve; it is identified as the
first stage involving "symbolic" representations rather than
simple object representations.

At this stage, there is much

more emphasis on specific details of the drawings,
particularly details with which a child may be especially
preoccupied.

For example, a child with a sore foot may draw

a person with an oversized detailed foot.

This is the

phenomenon that Lowenfeld and Brittain (1987) have labeled
"symbolism" because one object represents not only the same
object in the environment, but also a realm of ideas
associated with that object.
represents several symbols:

Therefore, the exaggerated foot
that which is currently

important to the child, pain, and other associated ideas that
would require numerous linguistic symbols to describe.
The fifth stage, the pseudo-naturalistic stage, occurs
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from ages twelve to fourteen.

At this stage, proportion,

perspective, depth, and added details provide evidence of the
reasoning skills of the artist.

Drawings also include all

variations of lines, shapes, and shading contours.

Due to

the personal element in children's drawings at this age and
the increased awareness that a drawing is somewhat a
reflection of the self, children attempt to make drawings
that are as close to the real object as possible.

Examples

of these stages adapted from the work of (Lowenfeld &
Brittain, 1987) may be found in Appendix A.
Herberholz and Linderman (1979) also identified stages
of drawing development, along with characteristics that
signal abnormal development.

Although many of the

characteristics are synonymous with those outlined by
Lowenfeld and Brittain (1987), Herberholz and Linderman have
included some additional elements.
outlined.

Three stages were

The scribbling stage is marked by drawings

including vigorous and forceful lines that cover a large
portion of the paper.

Warning signs indicative of non-normal

development at this stage include drawings consisting of
simple repetition of marks, interrupted scribbling, and
attempts to imitate other people's drawings.

The next stage

identified is the symbol stage, consisting of drawings that
cover the entire surface of the paper, simple geometric
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shapes, a baseline similar to the one described by Lowenfeld
and Brittain (1987), indications of perspective and increased
detail.

At this stage, warning signs include the use of

stick figures, a picture containing only one object, copied
pictures, and a lack of detail.

The last stage is the

realistic stage, characterized by drawings that have a
dominant horizontal line, shading, more details, perspective,
and proportion.

Warning signs at this stage include drawings

that mainly consist of geometric shapes, stick figures, or
the repetition of the same object.
In order to use drawing as a resource for understanding
symbolic capacity, a systematic technique documenting
symbolic elements of a drawings was needed.

Operational

definitions for the identification of elements of art that
are important symbols and understanding how these symbols
emerge and change in relation to verbal symbols is not
adequately documented in the literature.
By defining the elements of symbolism in art, reviewing
the developmental stages of these symbols, and comparing
the stages with the stages of language development, the
following question was answered:

Is there a predictable

relationship between the elements of symbolism in drawings
and language?
In order to secure a methodology to examine the
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question, a pilot study was completed on six children,
ranging in age from 3-5 to 7-4.

Language measures and

drawing measures were taken on each child.

A Developmental

Sentence Score applied to a spontaneous language sample
collected for each subject served as the language measure.
Each subject also drew six objects including a doll, a car, a
tree, a wagon, a See-n-Say, and a Jack-in-the-box.

The

drawings were scored according to detail and complexity.

The

language scores and drawing scores of the six children were
compared on a scatter plot which showed a definite
relationship between Developmental Sentence Scores and art
scores.
INSERT FIGURE 1 HERE
Completion of the pilot investigation defined the
necessity of using a compatible language measure that could
be compared across ages.

The Test of Language Development

Primary (Newcomer & Hammill, 1982) and the Test of Language
Development -Intermediate (Newcomer & Hammill, 1982) were
chosen, since together, they would allow children ages four
to eleven to be included.

These language instruments also

allowed for a comparison to be drawn between drawings and
receptive versus expressive language.
The pilot investigation also defined a system for

=
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scoring the drawings.

Because it was necessary for the

drawing scores to increase with developmental increase, the
drawings were assessed within the context of four scores:
line score, content score, complexity score, completeness
score, and a combined total score.

The line score (ranging

from 1 to 4) represented the nature and quality of the lines
and/or markings used to construct the drawing, the content
score (ranging from 1 to 6) characterized the basic elements
of the target object that are actually included in the
drawing, and the complexity score (ranging from 1 to 15)
represented the variation of detail inclusion with which the
child represents the object, and the completeness score
(ranging from 1 to 13, depending on the object) which
represented the exact number of key defining features that
are included.

The four art scores were combined in order to

obtain the total score.
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CHAPTER 3
METHOD
Subjects
Twenty-six

children (13 girls and 13 boys) with normal

speech and language served as subjects.

The children ranged

in age from 4 years 4 months to 10 years 11 months.

The

subjects were placed into two groups according to
chronological age: 19 subjects (9 girls and 10 boys) between
the ages of 4-4 and 8-11 comprised Group 1, and 7 subjects (3
girls and 4 boys) comprised Group 2.

The selection of these

age ranges allowed for sampling of drawings and
verbalizations spanning Piaget's Pre-operational Period from
2 to 7 years and the Concrete Operational Period from 8 to 11
years (Piaget, 1955).

The age and sex distribution of this

normal population allowed for an examination of the
development of drawn symbols from early recognizable
placement of markings to later additions of details.
Procedures
All of the children were seen individually for one hour.
During the first half-hour, data regarding the children's
language development was collected.
assessments were administered.

Standard language

The Test of Language

Development-Primary (Newcomer & Hammill, 1982) was
administered to the younger group.

For the children age 8 to

13

11 years, the Test of Language Development-Intermediate
(Newcomer & Hammill, 1982) was administered.
During the second half hour the drawing samples were
completed.

The investigator presented a series of six toys

individually in random order.

The toys included a toy wagon,

Jack-in-the-box, See-n-Say, Christmas tree, doll, and car.
The first four toys were selected based on their
representation of four basic shapes including a rectangle,
square, circle, and triangle, and the last two were selected
based on their representation of the combined elements of
several shapes.

Items are presented in Appendix B.

During the individual presentation of the toys, the
investigator presented each child with an 8 X 10 sheet of
white construction paper, a set of 8 crayons, and a pencil.
The experimenter gave the following instructions to each
child.

"I want you to draw just what you see.

If the child

appeared to lack motivation or verbalized the desire to draw
something other than the target item, the experimenter
pointed to the object and said "I want you to draw this right
here".

When the child indicated that he/she was finished the

drawing was removed and the child was given a new sheet of
construction paper.

The investigator provided the same

directions with each object.
As the children drew the pictures, the investigator
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provided standard neutral reinforcements including "You're
doing a nice job" or "I like the way you draw."

If the child

did not initiate a drawing within one minute, the
investigator repeated the initial directions to draw just
what the child sees.
Measures
The Language Assessment:

Standardized test scores were

calculated for the Test of Language Development-Primary
(Newcomer & Hammill, 1982) or the Test of Language
Development-Intermediate (Newcomer & Hammill, 1982).
The following subtest scores from the Test of Language
Development-Primary (Newcomer & Hammill, 1982) were used for
analysis with Group 1: picture vocabulary, oral vocabulary,
sentence imitation, and a total of all subtest scores.

One

total score, combining the five subtests of the Test of
Language Development-Intermediate (Newcomer & Hammill, 1982)
was used for analysis for Group 2.

Additional measures

included a brief parental interview to insure no suspected
deficits in the areas of cognition, visual abilities, and
learning achievement.
The Drawing Assessment:
assessed in four domains.

Each of the drawings was

The scores were dependent upon the

occurrence of various markings adapted from the observations
of Lowenfeld and Brittain (1987).

Assessment resulted in the
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following scores:

line score, content score, complexity

score, completeness score, and total score.

The line score

considered the type, number, and organization of the lines
that comprised the drawing, the content score was derived
from the inclusion or exclusion of the object's basic shape
and significant elements, the complexity score was computed
from the number and variation of detail elements in the
drawing, the completeness score was derived from the exact
number of key defining elements included in each drawing, and
the total score was a computation of the four previous
scores.

A higher score was representative of a higher level

of development.
in Appendix

c.

Specific guidelines for scoring may be found
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
The independent variable in this study was the
chronological age of each of 26 subjects, ranging from four
years, two months to ten years, eleven months.

The dependent

variables were language measures and drawing measures, both
in the form of ordinal data.
The subjects were divided into two groups according to
age, Group 1 included children ages 4-0 to 8-11 and Group 2
included children ages 9-0 to 10-11.

Language measures for

the 19 subjects in Group 1 included the rank ordered scores
from following subtests from the Test of Language Development
-Primary (Newcomer & Hammill, 1982): oral vocabulary, picture
vocabulary, sentence imitation, and overall score.

Language

measures for the 7 children in Group 2 included scores in the
area of overall language from Test of Language Development Intermediate (Newcomer & Hammill, 1982).
A subject profile for each group is located in Table 1.
Table 1
Summary Table for Subject Profile
Number

Age Range

Group 1

19

4-4 to 8-11

Group 2

7

Group

9-2 to 10-11

Mean Age
6-4
10-0
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Means and standard deviations for language scores and
drawing scores may be found in Tables 2 and 3.
Table 2
Means and Standard Deviations for Drawing Scores
Group and Subgroup

Mean

SD

86.8
128.75
138.25
142.0

14.6
10.5
6.8
11 . 0

145.5
158.2

2.5
15.4

Group 1 Overall
Age
Age
Age
Age

52
74
88
98

to
to
to
to

59 mos Subgroup
83 mos Subgroup
94 mos Subgroup
107 mos Subgroup

Group 2 Overall
Age 110 to 113 mos Subgroup
Age 114 to 124 mos Subgroup

Table 3
Summar:i of Language Scores
Oral
Vocab

Picture
Vocab

Sentence
Imitation

x

SD

x

8.8
16.0
1 7. 3
18.0

2.4
1.7
0.4
1. 3

8.6
23.3
26.0
27.8

SD

Overall
Lang

x

SD

x

SD

11 . 4
17 . 3
19.3
20.6

2.7
3.0
2.8
2.3

56.4
96.5
11 0. 5
117. 6

8.3
6.5
5.0
5.7

Group 1
52-59 mos
74-83 mos
88-94 mos
98-107 mos

2.4
1. 3
1.4
1.6

Group 2
11 0-11 3 mos
114-124 mos

104
133

8
10
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In order to answer the research question "Is there a
predictable relationship between the elements of symbolism in
drawings and language?", a series of Pearson Product Moment
Correlations were applied to the data.

Procedures outlined

by Shearer (1982) were used as a guide for the computation of
correlations.

Bruning and Kintz's (1968) guidelines were

used for determining significance.

Correlations of .57 or

higher were considered significant for Group 1, and .75 or
higher for Group 2.
The first correlation examined the relationship between
chronological age and drawing scores.
summarized in Table 4.

This data is

There was a significant correlation

between chronological age and drawing scores for the children
in Group 1, r(17)

= .60,

Q<.01, but no significant

correlation between chronological age and drawing scores for
children in Group 2 r(5)

= .42,

Q>.05.

Therefore, a child's

ability to represent symbols through drawing is not predicted
by his or her chronological age after the age of nine years.
Table 4
Summary of Pearson Correlations Between Chronological Age and
Drawing Scores
Group

Age Range

Pearson r

Significance

Group

4-2

to

8-11

.60

<.01

yes

Group 2

9-0

to 10-11

.42

>.05

no
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Subsequent correlations were completed to examine the
relationship between drawing scores and language scores
according to chronological age.

The data on this

relationship is summarized in Table 5.
Table 5
Summary of Pearson Correlations Between Drawing and Language
Scores
Group 1
TOLD-P
TOLD-P
TOLD-P
TOLD-P

Pearson r

Q

.64

.98
.92
. 91

<. 01
<.001
<. 001
<.001

yes
yes
yes
yes

. 61

>.05

no

Picture Vocabulary
Oral Vocabulary
Sentence Imitation
Total Language

Significance

Group 2
TOLD-I Total Language

In the Group 1 analysis, picture vocabulary was
significantly correlated with drawing r(17)
Q<.01 level.

= .92,

r(17)

= .64

at the

= .98, sentence imitation
r(17) = .91 were all

Oral vocabulary r(17)
and overall language

significantly correlated with drawing scores at the Q<.001
level.
In the Group 2 analysis, overall language was not
significantly correlated with drawing scores r(5)
Q>

= .61,

.05.
The results of this study indicate that symbolism in

drawing has a limited relationship to symbolism in language.
The relationship appears to be limited to early development
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and to specific linguistic skills.

These findings appear to

support earlier observations.
Reliability and Validity
Each drawing was rated with a four pronged analysis
including line usage, content, complexity, and completeness.
Strictly outlined scoring measures may be found in Appendix
C.

Children were allowed as much time as they needed to

complete each drawing, and had a choice of using pencil or
crayons.

Since standardized scores were not available for

the drawing data, raw scores rather than standard scores were
used to complete correlations.

Correlations of .70 or higher

are considered satisfactory (Bruning & Kintz, 1968).
A certified fourth grade teacher re-scored 25% of the
drawings according to the guidelines in Appendix C to assess
interjudge reliability.

A Pearson r was applied to the

results, deriving a correlation of .90.
A randomly selected 25% of the drawings and language
tests were re-scored to determine intrajudge reliability.
Reliability scores were calculated using a Pearson r.
Procedures outlined by Shearer (1982) were used as a guide.
Correlations for the TOLD-P and the TOLD-I scores were 1.0,
and for drawing scores was .89.

21

CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

The results of the Pearson Product-Moment Correlations
support the hypothesis of this study; there is a predictable
relationship between symbolism in drawing and language
development for children, particularly for those children
between the ages of four and eight.

While chronological age

did not predict drawing scores for children above the age of
nine years, age did predict drawing scores for children
between the ages of four and eight.

Furthermore, drawing

scores were significantly correlated with certain language
skills.
GROUP 1

The first subtest, picture vocabulary, was significantly
correlated to drawing scores r(17)

= .64,

p<.01.

The

language task involved picture pointing and was a measure of
receptive one-word vocabulary.

The hypothesis in this

project was that there was a relationship through two
expressive modes of symbolic communication, drawing and
language.

Although this subtest is a measurement of

receptive language skills, a significant relationship still
existed, therefore indicating that there is a relationship
between receptive vocabulary and expressive drawing skills.
The highest correlation ratio to the drawing scores was
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.98 (Q<.001) with the oral vocabulary scores.

Not

surprisingly, this expressive vocabulary language subtest
most closely resembled the drawing task.

The children were

asked to describe a word given to them by the examiner, much
like they were asked to draw the object presented to them by
the examiner.

The significant difference between the two

tasks was the mode of representation.

Furthermore, a high

correlation to vocabulary supports the earlier findings of
Fillmer and Zepeda de Kane (1980) who found that drawing
stimulated expressive vocabulary in kindergarten age
children.
A third correlation ratio of .92 (Q<.001) shows a
significant relationship between drawing and sentence
imitation.

This finding supports the hypothesis that a

child's ability to verbally imitate a grammatical form (in
linguistic symbols) is related to his or her ability to
imitate or reproduce a pictoral object form (in graphic
symbols).
The last correlation ratio, .91 (Q<.001) suggests that
there is a predictable relationship between total language
skills and drawing skills.

The significant correlation

implies that drawing may in fact be a valid means of
addressing certain language areas either for assessment or
remediation.

Further research using more comprehensive
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language measures is needed, however, to better predict the
specific skills that may be assessed and/or remediated.
GROUP

Z
Because the tasks involved in the individual language

subtests of the TOLD-I were determined to be too different
from the drawing task for individual analysis,

the only

scores that were compared to the drawing scores were the
total scores.

The total scores were calculated from adding

together the raw scores of the five subtests.
A Pearson correlation ratio of .61 (Q>.05) suggests that
the relationship between symbolism in language and drawing
development after the age of nine years is not significant.
This correlation may be due to the small number of subjects
in the older group combined with the fact that the language
tasks did not involve specific examples of expressive
vocabulary or imitation. These were the tasks that were most
significantly correlated for Group 1.
Assuming the TOLD-I did address vocabulary and
imitation, research suggests that the correlation in this
older age group would not be significant.

The lack of a

relationship suggests that the elements of symbolism examined
in earlier language tests may be different than the elements
examined in advanced tests.

The lack of a relationship also

suggests that symbolic representation may undergo changes
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that require different, or more detailed assessments (Freeman

& Janikoun, 1972; Piaget, 1955; Muma, 1978).

This study was

designed to measure only basic stages of both language and
drawing development.

The methods, as designed, may have been

too general and nonspecific to identify the subtle
advancements of later symbolic acquisition.
Another possible explanation for the lack of
significance in Group 2 may have been the influence of preformed subject bias.

Four children out of seven verbally

indicated that they were not good artists and couldn't draw
very well.

It is possible that this self-consciousness

interfered with performance.
A third factor for Group 2 was the small number.

With

drawings from only seven children, it is difficult to draw a
sound conclusion about the results of the data.
The results of the experiment supported existing
research.

After the age of eight or nine, there was little

criteria for differentiation in drawing scores because most
of the children included all of the "key" elements in their
drawings.

The differences were in subtle elements not

measured or addressed in this study such as artistic feel of
the picture.

This study suggests that by the pre-adolescent

years, children should be able to graphically reproduce
objects by including enough key features for the picture to
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be adequately representative.
Clinical Implications
Because drawing scores for Group 1 were significantly
correlated to oral vocabulary, sentence imitation, and total
language at the Q<.001 level, in conjunction with the
correlation between chronological age and drawing scores at
the Q<.01 level, it appears that there is a close cognitive
relationship between symbol use through expressive language
and through drawing in children between the ages of four and
eight.

This supports the earlier findings of Fillmer and

Zepeda de Kane (1980) who found that encouraging kindergarten
age children to draw about an event before verbalizing about
the same event resulted in an increased use of expressive
vocabulary.
Consistent with the findings of Freeman and Janikoun
(1972), children below the age of nine years drew elements
that mentally represented objects even though these elements
were not present on the observed objects.

Putting eyelashes

on the cabbage patch when eyelashes did not exist is one
example.
Insert Figure 2 here
However, comments made while drawing indicate that some
of the children in this age range were aware that they were
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drawing their own version of the object.

Children were

likely to verbally provide justification for their
"different" drawings by claiming that ''I'm better at drawing
Corvettes so mine looks a little like a Corvette" or "He
looks like a monster to me so I'll give him fangs".
Insert Figure 3 here
This study supports the premise that mental prototypes
significantly influence the children's drawings, but the
drawings do not necessarily represent the child's cognition
of the actual object since their verbal representation of the
object is different from their drawn representation.
Despite these characteristics, all of the children, even
the very young ones, drew objects that somewhat resembled the
actual object, with only minimal features being improvised.
The highly correlated relationship between vocabulary
and drawing suggests important implications for the use of
drawings as a means of expanding or stimulating expressive
language.

For the subtests that were highly correlated, it

appears to be a possibility that deficits or differences in a
child's symbolic system may be recognized through the
assessment of their drawings, and that the deficits may be
treated through the use of drawing.
In behavioral terms, the relationship between symbolism
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in language and in drawing appears to be the following:

both

increase and become more complex with age, but language as a
reliable means of representing an object precedes drawing as
a reliable means of representing the same object.

The data

collected in this study did not define the exact relationship
due to limitations of measurable elements in the drawings.
However, this overall trend was documented.
As an example, studies show that four year olds may have
difficulty drawing a square (Lowenfeld & Brittain, 1987), and
the findings of this study support that.

However, two four

year olds verbally expressed that they were drawing a square,
were consequently unable to draw a square, and left their
drawings uncorrected.

No attempt was made at making the

round shape look more like a square.
Insert Figure 4 here
The language skills of the four year olds were adequate
to describe a two dimensional drawing of a Jack-in-the-box by
calling it square, but the drawing skills were not adequate.
The lack of interest in correcting the drawings (unlike
the older children who went to great lengths to correct
errors) raises a question about another relationship.
Because the older children know they have the potential to
draw the square, they erase and correct until their object
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looks like a square, much the same way children learn to
verbally repair conversation (Muma, 1978) .

At age six to

seven, children begin not only to notice the inconsistencies
between the object and their drawn representation, but will
erase, re-draw and try to correct the drawing to be more
representative.
Possible Interfering Factors
One factor addressing the symbolic nature of drawings is
that the elements included in the drawings were those that
the child comprehended, while the excluded elements were
beyond the child's cognition of the object.

However, it

cannot be assumed that the exclusion of an element from a
drawing represents a child's lack of acknowledgment that the
element exists.

Motivation plays a key role in the amount of

detail included by the child.

Often, children would verbally

describe one element of an object and continue to leave it
off of their drawing.

Similarly, children may draw elements

that they did not mention verbally.

Children may also

exclude elements that they perceive as being too difficult to
draw.

Therefore, drawings as well as language, must be

assessed with caution.

Drawings would be most effectively

used for assessment in conjunction with language to get a
more complete overview of the child's cognitive capabilities.
As research has indicated, after the age of seven or
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eight, children tend to either plateau in their drawing
abilities, or begin to excel.

Some ten year olds drew

objects that were very similar to the drawings of the eight
year olds, whereas others were noticeably artistic in the
aesthetic sense of the word.

The "artistic'' children's

drawings not only included the necessary details in close
approximation of the actual object, they also included the
fine qualities such as shading, representation of texture,
and difficult perspectives that make their drawings a
pleasure to look at.
Insert Figure 5 here
All of the ten year olds were able to produce drawings
that contained enough details to adequately represent the
object, but the ''artistic" ten year olds produced drawings
that offered an extra sense of the object.

This is not

unlike language when comparing very general and mechanical
language that is adequate to relay the message to the
colorful and moving language that is used by good public
speakers.

Good speakers are able to relay a message that has

much more impact due to the nature of its delivery than the
basic words would have by themselves.

Shading and fine

detail in art, therefore, may be compared to the
suprasegmentals of language; and, as some people seem to
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have a gift with language, some have a gift with art.

This

study was not designed to measure this aspect of drawings,
but the findings may be material for further research.
Research Implications
The basis of the relationship between the elements of
symbolism in drawings and language appears to exist in
children between the ages of four and eight, where strong
correlations were obtained.

There is support for further

investigations of the relationship between drawing and
vocabulary development.

With Fillmer and Zepeda de Kane's

cause/effect finding (1980) and the high developmental
correlation between drawings and oral vocabulary found in
this study, it appears that drawing may be a plausible
resource for both the assessment and stimulation of
expressive vocabulary in children.
Further avenues of research might investigate the
relationship between conversational repairs and drawing
repairs.

A child who doesn't repair conversational errors

may also fail to repair drawing errors.

It may be that

stimulating one could stimulate the other.
There are also indications that suprasegmentals in
language have some relationship to the "artistic" qualities
in an older child's drawings.

An investigation into the

correlation between "colorful" drawings and "colorful"
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language may provide some interesting results and may help
define avenues to treat children and/or adults who suffer
from a flat affect.
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APPENDIX A
Stages of Drawing Development:

Disordered Scribbling Stage

Lowenfeld and Brittain (1987)
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APPENDIX A
Stages of Drawing Development:
Stage

Controlled/Named Scribbling

() 0
~o

Lowenfeld and Brittain (1987)
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APPENDIX A
Stages of Drawing Development:

Preschematic Stage

Lowenfeld and Brittain (1987)
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APPENDIX A
Stages of Drawing Development:

Schematic Stage

Lowenfeld and Brittain (1987)
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APPENDIX A
Stages of Drawing Development:

Drawing Realism Stage

Lowenfeld and Brittain (1987)
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APPENDIX A
Stages of Drawing Development:

Pseudo-Naturalistic Stage

Lowenfeld and Brittain (1987)
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APPENDIX a
Toys used in Drawing Assessment:

See-n-Say
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APPENDIX f1
Toys used in Drawing Assessment:

Jack-in-the-Box
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APPENDIX §.
Toys used in Drawing Assessment:

Car
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APPENDIX §.
Toys used in Drawing Assessment:

Christmas tree
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APPENDIX ~
Toys used in Drawing Assessment:

Doll
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APPENDIX ~
Toys used in Drawing Assessment:

Wagon
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APPENDIX

~

SCORING GUIDELINES FOR DRAWINGS
I.

LINES (each child receives one score)

Points
1 - One continuous line (straight or curved)
2 - Numerous lines (2+), no definite order.
specks and dots.

This includes

3 - Numerous lines with a definite order (but not in the
correct shape). This includes repeated markings,
strategic line placement in some pattern, or a definite
shape other than the target shape.
4 - Numerous lines with a definite order representing a
close approximation to the target shape. (May include
the entire object or an incomplete object, but in must
be the correct shape.) The square and rectangle must
have true angles, and a person drawn with no body is
not a correct shape.
II.

CONTENT (each child receives one score)

Points
1 - Incomplete or incorrect representation of the basic
target shape with no observed details.
2 - Incomplete representation of the basic target shape
with some, but not all of the observed details, and/or
additional details not observed.
3 - Incomplete representation of the basic target shape
with all observed details.
4 - Complete representation of the basic target shape with
no observed details or unrecognizable details.
5 - Complete representation of the basic target shape with
some but not all of the observed details, and/or
additional details not observed.
6 - Complete representation of the basic target shape with
all of the observed details.
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APPENDIX .Q
Continued
III.

COMPLEXITY (each child receives a total of as many
points as apply)

Points
1 - some organization (anything other than a scribble)
1
straight line
1
curved line
1
dot
1
speck
1
angle
2 - correct spatial relationship with elements that are
present
2 - shading/obvious texture indications
2 - depth/use of perspective (showing the curve of the
doll's are, 3-D picture of the car, etc.)
IV.

COMPLETENESS (each child receives one or two points for
each element included according to the following
chart:)
Wagon

(possible points

= 6)

Points
1 - side pannels
1
handle
1
handle attachment
1
rectangular shape
1
1 or 3 wheels
2
2 or 4 wheels
*If the wagon is drawn from the top, a 1 is
automatically added to the score to compensate for the
side pannels.
Doll (possible points
Points
1 - head
1
body
1
2 1egs
1
2 feet
1 - 2 arms
1 - 2 hands
1 - hair

= 13)
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APPENDIX ~
Continued
1
1
1
1
1

-

2 eyes
nose
mouth
teeth
anything extra (buttons, pockets, shoelaces, etc.)

Tree (possible points = 8)
Points
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

- shape

-

needles
garland
star
1 i nes in star
stand
- 1 i nes in stand
- trunk
Jack-in-the-Box (possible points= 11)

Points
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

- square
- 1 id

- head
- hat

- flower in hat

- crank

- 2 eyes
- nose
- smile
- bow
- hair
See

~

Say (possible points = 6)

Points
1 - outer circle
1 - inner circle
1 - pointer
1 - handle
1 - lever
1 - 2 legs
Car (possible points = 8)
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APPENDIX .Q.
Continued
Points
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 -

*

window(s)
tail fin
name on door
headlight or bumper
door
body
1 or 3 wheels
2 or 4 wheels

If car is drawn from the top, one point is
automatically given to compensate for the name on the
door.
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APPENDIX Q
Subject Release Form
Eastern Illinois University
Communication Disorders and Sciences
Charleston, IL 61920

I hereby authorize research participation at the Eastern
Illinois University Department of Communication Disorders and
Sciences for
who is my

(Name)=~~~~~~~~~'

(Birthdate)=~~~~-

(Relationship):~~~~~~~~~~-

I understand

that the research procedures will be conducted by Sarah L.
Williams, B.S. graduate candidate in the Department of
Communication Disorders and Sciences as Eastern Illinois
University under the direct supervision of Robert M.
Augustine, Ph.D. Associate Professor.

The procedures for

this study have been approved by the Human Subjects Review
Board at Eastern Illinois University.

I hereby give

Permission for Eastern Illinois University to use all data
collected during the research, including video and audio
recordings, for teaching and publication.
(Signature)
(no. and street)
(city)

(state) (zip)
(date)
(witness)
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FIGURE 1
Pilot Study - Comparing Drawing Scores to Language Scores
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FIGURE Z
Cabbage Patch with Eyelashes as Mental Realism
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FIGURE ~
Cabbage Patch Drawn with Fangs
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FIGURE ~
Jack-in-the-Box as a Circle

~_§
Artistic vs. Adequate Christmas Trees
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